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active principles of adrenal cortex, anterior pituitary, ovarian, and posterior
pituitary were not present in the article in significant proportions, if at all,
and since lymphatic and thymus tissues contain no known active principles.

On August 24, 1944, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemna-
tion was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

1339. Misbranding of Magnetic Ray appliances. U. S. v. 8 Magnetic Ray Devices and 100
Circulars, and 3 Magnetic Ray Devices and Circulars. Default decrees of condem-
nation. Four devices and 2 sets of circulars ordered delivered to the government;
rema.ind)er ordered destroyed. (F. D. C. Nos. 11863, 12046. Sample Nos. 9262-F,
59455-F., .

On or about March 14 and 23, 1944, the United States attorneys for the
Western Districts of Michigan and Louisiana filed libels against 8 Magnetic
Ray devices and 100 circulars -at Muskegon, Mich.,, and 3 Magnetic Ray
devices and a number of circulars at Lake Charles, La. On May 18, 1944, a
supplemental libel was filed against 8 more of the devices at Lake Charles,
La. It was alleged in the libels that a number of the devices had been shipped
between the approximate dates of December 3, 1943, and January 12, 1944,
by Frank B. Moran, trading as the Magnetic Ray Co., from Dallas, Tex., to
Muskegon, Mich.; that the remainder had been consigned by that shipper
to Orange, Tex., and from there transported by the consignee, Mrs. John
Martin, to Lake Charles, La., on or about February 28, 1944; and that the
devices, when introduced into and while in interstate commerce, were ac-
companied by circulars entitled “Magnetic Ray Treatment,” and “Directions
for Taking Magnetic Ray Treatments.” :

The device consisted of a coil of wire made in the form of a belt, to which
was fastened a wire to be connected with an ordinary lighting circuit. When
so connected it would produce a magnetic field.

The device was alleged to be misbranded because of false and misleading
statements in the accompanying circulars which represented and suggested
that it would be efficacious in the treatment, of asthma, arthritis, anemia,
Bright’s disease, bladder trouble, bronchitis, colds, hay fever, constipation,
catarrh, catarrhal deafness, diabetes, eczema, epilepsy, goiter, hemorrhoids,
heart diseases, headaches, high blood pressure, indigestion, insomnia, im-
potence, low blood pressure, lumbago, menstrual troubles, neuralgia, neuritis,
nervous troubles, obesity, paralysis, rheumatism, sciatica, sinus troubles,
tuberculosis, tumors, ulcers, varicose veins, prostate disorders, and affections
of the pelvie organs; that it would promote sound and refreshing sleep,
relieve nervous irritability and pain, and exert a revitalizing - influence upon
the sexual or procreative glands; that it would increase physical and mental
efficiency, clear the complexion, tone up the system, restore and preserve
health, cause the absorption of abnormal growths and deposits, such as
tumors, goiter, and blood clots, and improve circulation; and that it would
be effective to-avoid and eliminate autotoxemia. The article would not be
efficacious for such purposes.

On April 8 and December 7, 1944, no claimant having appeared, judgments
of condemnation were entered and the products were ordered destroyed, with
the exception of a number of the devices and circulars, which were ordered
delivered to the government.

DRUGS FOR VETERINARY USE

1340. Misbranding of Pom-U-Soy. U. S. v. Pom-U-Soy Co., Ltd. Plea of guilty. Fine,
$100. (F. D. C. No. 12559. Sample No. 47851-F.) .

On October 27, 1944, the United States attorney for the Southern District
of Ohio filed an information against the Pom-U-Soy Co., Ltd., a partnership,
Cincinnati, Ohio, " alleging shipment of a quantity of the above-named
product on or about November 15, 1943, from the State of Ohio into the
State of Arkansas. :

Analysis of a sample of the article showed that it consisted essentially of
water, containing extracts of plant drugs. :

The article was alleged to be misbranded because of false and misleading
statements on its label and in an accompanying circular entitled, “Read
What Users Say About ‘Pom-U-Soy’,” which represented and suggested that
the article would be efficacious in the cure, mitigation, treatment, and pre-
vention of coccidiosis and blood disorders; that it would afford protection
continuously, from hatching through the life of the poultry; that it would be
efficacious as an everyday health builder for a laying flock, and as a disease



